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THE MAILING DATE OF THIS COMMUNICATION. 

- Extensions of time may be available under the provisions of 37 CFR 1 .136(a). In no event, however, may a reply be timely filed 
after SIX (6) MONTHS from the mailing date of this communication. 

- If the period for reply specified above is less than thirty (30) days, a reply within the statutory minimum of thirty (30) days will be considered timely. 

- If NO period for reply is specified above, the maximum statutory period will apply and will expire SIX (6) MONTHS from the mailing date of this communication. 

- Failure to reply within the set or extended period for reply will, by statute, cause the application to become ABANDONED (35 U.S.C. § 133). 
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earned patent term adjustment. See 37 CFR 1.704(b). 
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4) M Claim(s) 1-28 is/are pending in the application. 
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Application Papers 
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Applicant may not request that any objection to the drawing(s) be held in abeyance. See 37 CFR 1 .85(a). 
Replacement drawing sheet(s) including the correction is required if the drawing(s) is objected to. See 37 CFR 1.121(d). 
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DETAILED ACTION 

The submission of amendment filed on 7/12/2004 is acknowledged. At this point 
all claims left unchanged. Thus, claims 1-28 are at issue in the instant application. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC §102 
The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 that 
form the basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(e) the invention was described in (1) an application for patent, published under section 122(b), by 
another filed in the United States before the invention by the applicant for patent or (2) a patent granted 
on an application for patent by another filed in the United States before the invention by the applicant 
for patent, except that an international application filed under the treaty defined in section 351(a) shall 
have the effects for purposes of this subsection of an application filed in the United States only if the 
international application designated the United States and was published under Article 21(2) of such 
treaty in the English language. 

Claims 1, 7, 8, 19, 20, 23, 26 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(e) as being 
anticipated by Lee (US 2002/0145860). 

Referring to Claim 1 Lee discloses (Fig.4) a backlight that includes a light guide 
plate having a first and second side, the first side includes a series of optical elements 
[726] and the second side includes a series of a plateaus (recesses) [721] for enhancing 
the brightness of the light and base planes (not indicated by numbers). 

While Fig.4 discloses the recesses [721] having cross section with triangular form 
without a series of base planes, Lee also discloses that the recesses [721] may be formed 
in various shapes including tetragonal shape of the cross section (page 3, [0054]). Having 
this shape the light guide will obtain a series of stepped plateaus (recesses) not coplanar 
with the base planes, and a series of base planes. 
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Referring to Claim 7 Lee discloses (Fig. 3) that linear optical elements include 
linear prisms that run the width of the sheeting. 

Referring to Claim 8 Lee discloses (Fig. 3) that the linear optical elements include 
linear prisms having triangular prisms arranged side-by-side. 
Referring to Claim 19 Lee discloses (Figs. 1, 4): 
a lighting device [714]; 
a display panel [600]; 

a light guide plate having a first and second side, the first side includes a 
series of optical elements [726] and the second side includes a series of a 
plateaus (recesses) [721] for enhancing the brightness of the light and base 
planes (not indicated by numbers) and the plateaus are not coplanar with 
the base planes (page 3, [0052], [0054], [0062], [0063]). 
Referring to Claims 20, 26 it has been held that mare duplication of the essential 
working parts of a device involves only routine skill in the art. St Regis Paper Co. v. 
BemisCo., 193 USPQ 8. 

Referring to Claim 23 Lee discloses (Fig.4) a backlight that includes a light guide 
plate having a first and second side, the first side includes a series of optical elements 
[726] and the second side includes a series of a plateaus (recesses) [721] for enhancing 
the brightness of the light and base planes (not indicated by numbers). 

While Fig.4 discloses the recesses [721] having cross section with triangular form 
without a series of base planes, Lee also discloses that the recesses [721] may be formed 
in various shapes including tetragonal shape of the cross section (page 3, [0054]). Having 
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this shape the light guide will obtain a series of stepped plateaus (recesses) not coplanar 
with the base planes, and a series of base planes. 

Referring to the second collimating film, it has been held that mare duplication of 
the essential working parts of a device involves only routine skill in the art. St. Regis 
Paper Co. v. Bemis Co., 193 USPQ 8. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 
The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

Claims 9-15, 21, 22 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Lee in view of Oda et al. (US 2002/0105793). 

Referring to Claim 9 Lee discloses the instant claimed invention except for top 
angle of the prism in a range between about 60 and 120 degrees. 

Oda et al. disclose (Fig. 10A) the top angle of the prism is 90 degrees (page 5, 
[0078]). 

The prism sheet is positioned on the light guiding plate so that the apexes of the 
prism projections face in a direction away from the light exit surface of the light guiding 
plate. In this case, it is preferable that the top angle of the prism element be 90 degrees. 
Since the apexes of the prism projections face in a direction away from the light exit 
surface, a diffusion sheet is positioned between the prism sheet and the light guiding plate 
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(like in the instant application), to lead the light which exits from the light exit surface to 
the front of the surface lighting device (page 5, [0078]). 

It would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art, at the time the 
invention was made, to provide the prism elements of Lee with top angle 90 degrees as 
taught by Oda et al. in order to provide a surface of lighting device with a high 
brightness. 

Referring to Claims 10 and 1 1 Lee discloses the instant claimed invention except 
for the prisms are scalene isosceles in shape. 

Oda et al. disclose (Fig. 10A) the top angle of the prism is 90 degrees (page 5, 
[0078]). 

It would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art, at the time the 
invention was that if top angle of triangle is 90 degrees the triangle is scalene isosceles in 
shape. 

Lee discloses the instant claimed invention except for top angle of the prism in a 
range of between about 60 and 85 degrees, 95 and 120 degrees, 88 degrees and 89 
degrees. 

Oda et al. disclose (Fig. 10 A) the top angle of the prism is 90 degrees (page 5, 
[0078]). 

It would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art, at the time the 
invention was made to provide prism with any angle listed above, since it has been held 
that where the general condition of a claim are disclosed in the prior art, discovering the 
optimum or workable ranges involves only routine skill in the art. In re Aller, 105 USPQ 
233. 
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Referring to Claims 12-15 Lee discloses the instant claimed invention except for 
top angle of the prism in a range of between about 60 and 85 degrees, 95 and 120 
degrees, 88 degrees and 89 degrees. 

Oda et al. disclose (Fig. 10A) the top angle of the prism is 90 degrees (page 5, 
[0078]). 

It would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art, at the time the 
invention was made to provide prism with any angle listed above, since it has been held 
that where the general condition of a claim are disclosed in the prior art, discovering the 
optimum or workable ranges involves only routine skill in the art. In re Alter, 105 USPQ 
233. 

It would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art, at the time the 
invention was that if top angle of triangle is 90 degrees the triangle is scalene isosceles in 
shape. 

Referring to Claims 21, 22 Lee discloses the instant claimed invention except for 
top angle of the prism in a range of between about 60 and 85 degrees, 95 and 120 
degrees, 88 degrees and 89 degrees. 

Oda et al. disclose (Fig. 10 A) the top angle of the prism is 90 degrees (page 5, 
[0078]). 

It would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art, at the time the 
invention was made to provide prism with any angle listed above, since it has been held 
that where the general condition of a claim are disclosed in the prior art, discovering the 
optimum or workable ranges involves only routine skill in the art. In re Alter, 105 USPQ 
233. 
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Claims 16, 17 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Lee 
in view of Beeson et al. (US 5,396,350). 

Lee and Oda et al. disclose the instant claimed invention except for the linear 
optical elements are pitched at regular intervals and include lenticular linear elements. 

Beeson et al. disclose (Figs.8, 10) the linear optical elements are pitched at regular 
intervals and include lenticular linear elements (micro lenses) [80]. Collimated light rays 
further collimated by micro lenses [80]. 

It would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art, at the time the 
invention was made, to provide the linear optical elements are pitched at regular intervals 
and include lenticular linear elements as taught by Beeson et al. for device of Lee and 
Oda et al. in order to provide a more substantially collimated light source. 

Claim 25 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Lee. This 
reference discloses structure of the device but do not disclose a method of forming a light 
collimating film. 

It would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art, at the time the 
invention was made to take the steps of apparatus above and provide a method of forming 
since a prior art of record teaches or suggests a light collimating film such as forming a 
series of linear prisms including peaks on the first side of the sheeting and forming a 
plurality of base planes and plateaus wherein the plateaus have an elevation different that 
the base planes on a second side of the sheeting with the plateaus and base planes being 
oriented in a parallel to the peaks of the linear prisms. 
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Allowable Subject Matter 

Claims 2-6, 18, 24, 27, 28 are objected to as being dependent upon a rejected base 
claim, but would be allowable if rewritten in independent form including all of the 
limitations of the base claim and any intervening claims. 

The following is an examiner's statement of reasons for allowance: 

Referring to Claims 2, 28 the prior art of record fails to show the optical film 
wherein a difference between the plateau and the base plane includes an amount greater 
than a wavelength of visible light. 

Referring to Claim 3 the prior art of record fails to show the optical film wherein 
a difference in height between the plateau and the base plane includes an amount in the 
range of between about 0.2 and about 2 microns. 

Referring to Claim 4 the prior art of record fails to show the optical film wherein 
the ratio of the area of the base planes to the area of the plateaus are in the range of 
between about one and about ten. 

Referring to Claim 5 the prior art of record fails to show the optical film wherein 
the base planes have a width in the range of between about one and about three hundred 
microns. 

Referring to Claim 6 the prior art of record fails to show the optical film wherein 
the plateaus planes have a width in the range of between about one and about fifty 
microns. 

Referring to Claim 18 the prior art of record fails to show the linear optical 
elements are pitched in the range of between about 12.5 and about 6,5000 microns. 



Application/Control Number: 10/046,929 Page 9 

Art Unit: 2875 

Referring to Claims 24, 27 the prior art of record fails to show the light 
collimating structure wherein the plateaus of the first collimating film and the plateaus of 
the second collimating film face each other. 

Response to Arguments 
Applicant's arguments with respect to claim 1 have been considered but are moot 
in view of the new ground(s) of rejection. 

Conclusion 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Mark Tsidulko whose telephone number is (571)272- 
2384. The examiner can normally be reached on 8 - 5. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Sandra O'Shea can be reached on (571) 272-2378. The fax phone number for 
the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is (703) 872-9306 for 
all communications. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status 
information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. For 
more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov . Should you 
have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic Business 
Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 
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